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BEEF CATTLE PRODUCERS OF THE TEXAS GULF COAST: 
CHARACTERISTICS AND PRODUCTION PRACTICES 
Howard Ladewig 
Ray Garibay 
Department of Rural  Sociology 
Texas A&M Univers i ty  
ABSTRACT 
Ag r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t i o n  i n  Texas  and t h e  n a t i o n  h a s  been 
charac te r ized  by two major trends: farms are g e t t i n g  l a r g e r  i n  s i z e  
and fewer  i n  number, and more farmers  a r e  seeking off-farm employment. 
For those  who remain i n  farming,  technology is becoming more complex, 
t h e  i n d u s t r y  i s  becoming more h i g h l y  s t r u c t u r e d ,  and t h e  ma rk e t  f o r  
t h e i r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  products i s  being a f f ec t ed  by i n t e r n a t i on a l  events. 
Today's f a rm e r s  mus t  have  s t r o n g  man ag e r i a l  s k i l l s  and be awa r e  of  
modern a g r i c u l t u r a l  technologies  i f  they a r e  t o  succeed. The purpose 
h e r e  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  and measu re  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  r a n c h e r s  and 
r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  as o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  u n i t s ;  and t o  d e t e rm i n e  h e r d ,  
pas tu re ,  and fo rage  management p r a c t i c e s  fo l lowed by producers. Also 
e x am i n e d  i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e tween  a g r i c u l t u r a l  t e chno logy  
u t i l i z a t i o n  and s e l e c t e d  personal  and farm cha r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Data a r e  
der ived from a p ropor t iona te  random sample of beef c a t t l e  producers i n  
t h e  gulf  coa s t  region of Texas. The sampling was designed t o  provide 
an  a c c u r a t e  p i c t u r e  of  t h e  10,000 o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  u n i t s  of t h e  g u l f  
c o a s t  r e g i o n  and e a c h  c oun t y  i n  t h e  r e g i o n  w i t h  p e r c e n t  r e s p o n s e s  
ranging no more than +7% wi th  a 95% confidence i n t e rva l .  
- 
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INTRODUCTION 
Farming i n  America has been charac te r i zed  by two major trends-- 
f ewe r  f a rm s  and i n d i v i d u a l s  engaged i n  f a rm i n g  and a g r e a t e r  
s e p a r a t i o n  be tween  s m a l l  and l a r g e  f a rms .  Fo r  t h o s e  who remain  i n  
farming, technology i s  becoming more complex, t h e  i ndus t ry  more h ighly  
s t r uc tu r ed ,  product p r i c e s  more su scep t i b l e  t o  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  f o r e ign  
markets ,  and off-farm employment i s  becoming a way of l i f e .  
The i n c r e a s i n g  impo r t a n c e  of o f f - f a rm  employment and g r e a t e r  
s epa r a t i on  between sma l l  and l a r g e  farms has become a major concern t o  
USDA o f f i c i a l s  and others.  One reason f o r  t h i s  concern i s  t h a t  l a r g e r  
f a rm s  o f t e n  a r e  p e r c e i v e d  t o  have  l ow e r  p r o d u c t i o n  c o s t s  and t o  
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  e f f i c i e n t ,  low-cos t  p r o d u c t i o n  of  food  and f i b e r ,  
even though recen t  s t u d i e s  suggest  t h a t  most commodities today can be 
produced as e f f i c i e n t l y  on medium s i z e d  f a rm s  (M i l l e r ,  1979). I n  
f a c t ,  USDA o f f i c i a l s  and o t h e r s  now con t end  . . . 
the  ga in s  t o  t h e  Nation t h a t  remain t o  be captured from the  
continued s h i f t  t o  l a r g e r  and l a r g e r  farming opera t ions  have 
become s m a l l e r  o v e r  t i m e .  When t h e  n e t  l o s s e s  t o  f a rm i n g  
c ommun i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  c o n t i n u a l  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  
number of f a rm  f a m i l i e s  a r e  t a k en  i n t o  a c coun t ,  w e  have 
p a s s ed  t h e  p o i n t  where  any n e t  g a i n  t o  s o c i e t y  c an  be 
claimed from p o l i c i e s  t h a t  encourage l a r g e  farms t o  become 
l a r g e r  (U.S. Department of Agr icu l tu re ,  198 1 : 142). 
A second reason f o r  t h i s  concern over changes i n  farming is t h a t  
s m a l l e r  f a rm s  p l a y  a n  im p o r t a n t  r o l e  i n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of  food  and 
f i b e r .  Coughenour and Wimberley (1982) argue t h a t  t h e  very ex i s t ence  
of s m a l l  and mode ra t e - s i z ed  f a rm s  s t r e n g h e n s  t h e  r e s i l i e n c e  of U.S. 
a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  economic and market c r i s e s  t o  which l a rge -sca le  farms 
a r e  more v u l n e r a b l e .  Such f a rm s  s u p p l y  many consump t ion  needs  i n  
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t h e i r  own hou s eho l d s  and c a n  s u p p l y  many l o c a l  ma r k e t s  w h i l e  u s i n g  
l e s s  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and energy .  F i n a l l y ,  small  and  p a r t - t im e  f a rm  
f a m i l i e s  p roduce  a n  i m p o r t a n t  s h a r e  of many c ommod i t i e s ,  and t h e i r  
sha r e  can be increased.  
A t h i r d  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  c onc e r n  o v e r  changes  i n  f a rm i n g  is  t h a t  
t h e  f ami ly  farm has been descr ibed a s  a major f o r c e  i n  the  development 
and p r e se rva t i on  of t h e  r u r a l  community. A s  such, m i l l i o n s  of people 
( f a r m e r s  a n d  o t h e r s  l i v i n g  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s )  w i l l  b e  a f f e c t e d  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  by t he  f u t u r e  v i a b i l i t y  of t h e  f ami ly  farm (Helmberger, 
1972). 
Fo r  t h e s e  and o t h e r  r e a s o n s ,  p o l i c ymak e r s  and o t h e r s  (Un i t ed  
S t a t e s  Depa r tmen t  of  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  1981) a r e  recommending t h a t  
i n c r e a s e d  e f f o r t s  b e  d i r e c t e d  t owa rd  p o l i c i e s  and p rog rams  t o  h e l p  
medium-sized and s m a l l e r  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s  t o  o b t a i n  c r e d i t ,  a c h i e v e  
p r o d u c t i o n  e f f i c i e n c i e s  and  ma r k e t i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  
n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  and  t h e  e nv i r onmen t ,  and have  access t o  o f f - f a rm  
employment  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  A t  p r e s e n t ,  however ,  government  d a t a  
s o u r c e s  and methods  of d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  d o  n o t  p r o v i d e  a d e q u a t e  
in fo rmat ion  f o r  r esea rch  o r  po l i cy  purposes t o  he lp  such farmers. I n  
f a c t ,  p u b l i c  d a t a  o n l y  c o n t a i n  s t a t i s t i c s  a g g r e g a t e d  f o r  e n t i r e  
coun t ies  (Coughenour and Wimberley, 1982). , 
The i n f o rm a t i o n  t h a t  i s  a v a i l a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i v e r s i t y  w i t h i n  t h e  s t r u - c t u r e  of a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  f a rm  
s i z e ,  o rgan i za t i ona l  s t r u c t u r e ,  commodities produced and dependency on 
nonfarm income (United S t a t e s  ~ e p a r t m e n t  of Commerce, 198 1). Because 
of t h i s  d i v e r s i t y ,  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  impac t s  of p o l i c i e s  and programs w i l l  
3
Ladewig and Garibay: Beef Cattle Producers of the Texas Gulf Coast: Characteristics an
Published by eGrove, 1983
v a r y  by c o mm o d i t i e s  p r o d u c e d ,  r e s o u r c e s  r e q u i r e d  t o  s u p p o r t  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  production,  and t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of those  involved i n  
ag r i cu l t u r e .  
I f  s u r v i v a l  of s m a l l  and medium s i z e d  f a m i l y  f a rm s  i s  an  
impor tan t  s o c i a l  goa l  f o r  t h i s  Nation, more r e s ea r ch  in fo rmat ion  w i l l  
be needed t h a t  f o c u s e s  on p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  and ma r k e t i n g  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  r e s o u r c e  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  a n d  o f  f - f  a rm  emp l o yme n t  
oppo r t un i t i e s  f o r  s m a l l  and medium s i z e d  farms. It i s  the  purpose of 
t h i s  r e p o r t  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e s e  r e s e a r c h  n e ed s  f o r  Texas  a g r i c u l t u r e .  
Because  of t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  Texa s ,  t h i s  r e p o r t  w i l l  
examine  t h e  s y s t em  of  p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  b e i n g  f o l l ow e d  f o r  one  
Texas commodi ty--beef c a t t l e .  
T h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  r e a s o n s  why bee f  c a t t l e  p r o d u c t i o n  h a s  been 
s e l e c t e d  a s  t h e  focus  of t h i s  study. F i r s t ,  beef c a t t l e  s a l e s  a r e  t h e  
s i n g l e  mos t  i m p o r t a n t  c o n t r i b u t o r  t o  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c a s h  r e c e i p t s  i n  
Texas. I n  1979, cash  r e c e i p t s  from t h e  s a l e  of beef c a t t l e  accounted 
f o r  49 pe rcen t  of t h e  $10 b i l l i o n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  cash r e c e i p t s  earned by 
Texas producers (Economic Research Serv ice ,  1981). Second, a s  a land- 
based i ndus t r y ,  c a t t l e  provide an e f f e c t i v e  means of h a rve s t i ng  range 
and pa s t u r e  resources ,  wh i l e  a l s o  u t i l i z i n g  h a r v e s t e d  roughage ,  by- 
p r oduc t  f e e d s ,  i n d u s t r i a l  was t e ,  and f e e d  g r a i n s  (C l a r k e ,  1982). 
T h i r d ,  beef  c a t t l e  a r e  r a i s e d  i n  e v e r y  c oun t y  i n  Texas.  I n  f a c t ,  
t h r e e - f o u r t h s  of t h e  n e a r l y  200,000 Texas  f a rm s  and r a n c h e s  a r e  
i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  r a i s i n g  and s e l l i n g  of  b ee f  c a t t l e  (Un i t e d  S t a t e s  
Department of Commerce, 1981). 
F o u r t h ,  60 p e r c e n t  of  t h e  beef  c a t t l e  p r o d u c e r s  i n  Texas  l i s t  
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t h e i r  primary occupation a s  o the r  than farming o r  ranching (Table 1). 
I n  1978, these  par t - t ime producers earned over  one-third of t h e  cash 
r e c e i p t s  d e r i v e d  f r om t h e  s a l e  of c a t t l e  and c a l v e s  and owned 43  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  b r e e d i n g  s t o c k  (cows and  h e i f e r s  t h a t  have  c a l v e d ,  
Table 1). F i f t h ,  l i t t l e  is known about t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which fu l l - t ime  
off-the-farm employment cons t r a i n s  development of t h e  farm (Coughenour 
and Wimberley, 1982). S ince  par t - t ime producers own a s i z a b l e  por t ion  
of t h e  beef c a t t l e  breeding s tock,  they p lay  an impor tan t  r o l e  i n  t he  
f u t u r e  of the  beef cattle indust ry .  
OB JEcrIVES 
Because of t h e  widespread d i s t r i b u t i o n  of beef catt le production 
throughout Texas, no one system of product ion p r a c t i c e s  has  proven t o  
be most e f f i c i e n t .  The system of p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  i s  most e f f i c i e n t  i n  
one  a r e a  may be  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  f r om t h e  s y s t em  t h a t  p roduces  mos t  
e f f i c i e n t l y  i n  a n o t h e r  a r e a  ( C a r tw r i g h t  e t  a l . ,  1982). T h i s  i s  
because t h e  resources  necessary  t o  suppor t  beef c a t t l e  production vary 
f o r  each a r e a  of t h e  s t a t e .  
T h i s  m a n u s c r i p t  w i l l  a t t e m p t  t o  i d e n t i f y  a nd  m e a s u r e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of beef c a t t l e  p r o d u c e r s  as o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  u n i t s  of  
production and t o  determine production p r a c t i c e s  most of t en  fol lowed 
by p r o d u c e r s  i n  one a r e a  o f  Texas. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  f a c t o r s  which  may 
i n h i b i t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of product ion p r a c t i c e s  w i l l  be examined. These 
f a c t o r s  i nc lude  days of o f f  -f arm employment, educa t iona l  a t t a inment ,  
and g ro s s  farm income. 
Days of o f f - f a rm  employment  was s e l e c t e d  t o  d e t e rm i n e  t h e  
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Tab le  1 Pe rcen tage  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Beef Cattle P roduce r s ,  
Cash Rece i p t s  from Beef Cattle S a l e s  and S i z e  of 
Breeding Stock  by Primary Occupat ion,  1978. 
Ch a r a c t e r i s  t i c  Pr imary  Occupat ion 
T o t a l  Farming 0 t h e r  
Number of p roduce r s  w i t h  
c a t t l e  and c a l v e s  146,678 39.0 61 .O 
Value of  cat t le  and c a l v e s  
s o l d  $4 ,544 ,440 64.7 35.3 
Cows and h e i f e r s  t h a t  have 
ca lved  5,692,335 56.9 43.1 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census, 1981. 
1978  Census of Agriculture. Volume 1, Summary and S t a t e  Data,  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  Wash i ng t on ,  D.C.: U.S. Governmen t  P r i n t i n g  
Of f i ce .  
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i n f l uence  of t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  producer t o  implement p r a c t i c e s  on 
a s y s t e m a t i c  b a s i s .  E d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i n m e n t  may be  a n  i n h i b i t o r  
b e c au s e  much of t h e  t e c hno l ogy  and p r a c t i c e s  recommended a r e  q u i t e  
complex. Those w i t h  l im i t e d  educat ion may be more r e l u c t a n t  t o  adopt 
such p rac t i ces .  F ina l l y ,  l e v e l  of g ross  farm income may be such t h a t  
producers cannot a f fo rd  such p rac t i ces .  
RESEARCB DESIGN 
The o b j e c t i v e s  of  t h i s  r e p o r t  were  a c comp l i s h ed  t h r ough  a  
coopera t ive  endeavor between t h e  Texas Agr i cu l t u r a l  Experiment S t a t i o n  
(TAES) and t h e  Texas Ag r i c u l t u r a l  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  (TAEX). Because  
t h e  r e s o u r c e s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  s u p p o r t  bee f  c a t t l e  p r o d u c t i o n  v a r y  f o r  
e a c h  a r e a  of  t h e  s t a t e ,  t h i s  s t u d y  w i l l  f o c u s  on bee f  c a t t l e  
p r o d u c t i o n  i n  one  r e g i o n  of t h e  s t a t e - - t h e  C o a s t a l  Bend ( f i g u r e  1). 
The Coas ta l  Bend was s e l e c t e d  because i t  i s  an  impor tan t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
i n d u s t r y  i n  a l l  c o u n t i e s  of t h e  r e g i o n  and b e c au s e  t h e  p e r s o n a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of farm ope r a to r s  i n  t h e  Coas ta l  Bend a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole (Albrecht  and Ladewig, 1982). 
The i n vo l v emen t  of  t h e  Texas  A g r i c u l t u r a l  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  
, r e f l e c t s  a n  i n c r e a s e d  e f f o r t  by TAEX t o  d e v e l o p  a s y s t e m  of  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  of  E x t e n s i o n  e d u c a t i o n a l  programs.  T h i s  s t u d y  
c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h a t  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  e f f o r t  by i d e n t i f y i n g  t h o s e  
product ion p r a c t i c e s  fo l lowed and t h e  educa t iona l  needs of producers 
on a r e g i o n a l  and a  c oun t y  b a s i s .  To a c c omp l i s h  t h a t  t a s k ,  a 
p ropor t iona te  random sample of beef c a t t l e  producers was drawn from 
e a c h  of t h e  c o u n t i e s  i n  t h e  C o a s t a l  Bend r eg ion .  T h i s  s amp l i ng  
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p ro c edu r e  was d e s i gned  t o  p r o v i d e  an  a c c u r a t e  p i c t u r e  of t h e  
s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and t he  educa t iona l  and research  needs of 
t h e  beef c a t t l e  p r oduce r s  i n  t h e  C o a s t a l  Bend r e g i o n  of Texas  and i n  
e a ch  c oun t y  of t h e  r e g i o n  w i t h  p e r c e n t a g e  r e s p on s e s  r a n g i n g  no more 
t h an  - +7 p e r c e n t  w i t h  a 95  p e r c e n t  c o n f i d e n c e  i n t e r v a l .  Whi le  t h e  
r e s u l t s  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  a r e  a n a l y z e d  a t  t h e  r e g i o n a l  l e v e l ,  
i n d i v i d u a l  coun ty  a n a l y s e s  we re  p r ov i d ed  t o  e ach  of t h e  county  
Extension agen ts  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t he  study. 
The t o t a l  d e s i g n  method (D i l lman ,  1978) was f o l l owed  i n  
d e v e l o p i n g  a m a i l  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  t o  be  s e n t  t o  t h e  beef  c a t t l e  
p r o d u c e r s .  Up t o  two  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n t a c t s  were made w i t h  
n o n r e s p o n d e n t s .  O f  t h e  1 , 5 4 5  r e s p o n d e n t s  who w e r e  m a i l e d  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  819 were r e t u r n ed .  Due t o  m i s s i n g  d a t a ,  696 
respondents comprise t h e  sample of t h i s  study. The unusable responses 
were l a r g e l y  from producers who a r e  no longer  i n  the  c a t t l e  business 
o r  who had r e t i r ed .  
RESULTS 
COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE 
The f i r s t  ob j ec t i ve  of t h i s  s tudy was t o  desc r ibe  the  composition 
and s t r u c t u r e  of beef c a t t l e  producers i n  the  Coas ta l  Bend region of 
Texas. A s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 2,  the  ma jo r i t y  of respondents i n  t h i s  
s t u d y  r e l y  upon beef  c a t t l e  p r o d u c t i o n  as t h e i r  p r ima r y  s o u r c e  of 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  income and earned less than $40,000 i n  g ross  farm income 
i n  1981. Nea r l y  one-hal f  (49 p e r c e n t )  of t h e  r e s p ond e n t s  went  t o  
c o l l e g e ,  60 p e r c e n t  c l a imed  f a rm i n g  o r  r a n ch i ng  as t h e i r  p r ima ry  
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o c c u p a t i o n  and 49 p e r c e n t  worked o f f  t h e  f a rm  a t  l e a s t  100 d a y s  i n  
1978. F ina l l y ,  t h e  average age of respondents  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h i s  
s tudy  was 56 years .  
T ab l e  3 s umma r i z e s  s e l e c t e d  s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  of beef c a t t l e  
opera t ions  i n  t h e  Coas ta l  Bend region of Texas. The ma j o r i t y  of t h e  
p r o d u c e r s  r a i s e  commerc i a l  c a t t l e ,  r u n  a t  l e a s t  50 head ,  have  l e s s  
than 200 a c r e s  i n  n a t i v e  pas tu re land ,  have over  50 a c r e s  i n  improved 
pas tu re ,  and have a s tock ing  r a t e  of 1 cow t o  6 a c r e s  o r  more. 
To more f u l l y  understand t he  composit ion of beef c a t t l e  producers 
i n  the  Coas ta l  Bend region,  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  ma t r i x  was computed on the  
p e r s o n a l  and s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  we r e  measured.  The 
c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  presented  i n  Table 4 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  producers 
w i t h  l a r g e r  o p e r a t i o n s  have  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i nm e n t ,  h i g h e r  
g r o s s  farm income and work fewer  days o f f  t h e  farm than do producers 
w i t h  s m a l l e r  o p e r a t i o n s .  I t  s h o u l d  be  n o t e d  a l s o  t h a t  t h o s e  w i t h  
h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i n m e n t  a l s o  have  more d ay s  of o f f - f a rm  work 
t h a n  do  t h o s e  w i t h  l ow e r  l e v e l s  of  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i nm e n t .  One 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  ma t r i x  i s  t h a t  off-farm employment 
i s  a c o n s t r a i n i n g  v a r i a b l e  i n  t e rm s  of s i z e  of  h e r d  and g r o s s  f a rm  
income. A s econd  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  some smal l - sca le  producers 
have  low e d u c a t i o n ,  low f a rm  income and h i g h  number o f  d a y s  of o f f -  
farm work. 
PRODUCTION PRACTICES 
The s econd  o b j e c t i v e  of t h i s  s t u d y  was t o  d e t e rm i n e  t h e  
technology u t i l i z e d  and product ion  p r a c t i c e s  mos t  of t e n  f o l l ow e d  by 
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Table 2 Selected Personal Cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of Beef Ca t t l e  
Producers i n  the  Coasta l  Bend Region of Texas 
Character is  t i c  
Number 
Responding Percent 
Percent of a g r i cu l t u r a l  income from 
beef c a t t l e  production 57 0 
Less than 25X 
25% t o  50% 
51% t o  75% 
76% t o  100% 
Gross farm income, 1981 
Less than $ 5,000 
$ 5,000 - $ 39,000 
$40,000 - $199,000 
$200,000 and over 
Educational a t ta inment  
Not a high school graduate  
High school graduate 
Some co l lege  
College graduate  
Primary occupation 
Farming and/or ranching 
Off-farm employment 
Days of off-farm employment 
None 
1 - 99 days 
100 - 199 days 
200 days and over 
Average age 
56 years  
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Table 3 S t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Beef C a t t l e  Operat ions 
i n  the  Coasta l  Bend Region of Texas 
Charac te r i s  t i c  
Number 
Responding Percent  
Type of c a t t l e  r a i s ed  694 
Commercial 
Registered 
Both 
S i ze  of herd 
24 o r  l e s s  
25 - 49 
50 - 99 
100 o r  more 
Number of a c r e s  i n  n a t i v e  pa s tu r e  
100 ac r e s  o r  less 
101 t o  200 a c r e s  
200 t o  500 a c r e s  
500 ac r e s  o r  more 
Normal s tock ing  rate 
1 cow t o  1 - 2 ac r e s  
1 cow t o  3 - 5 ac r e s  
1 cow t o  6 - 10 a c r e s  
1 cow t o  10 o r  more a c r e s  
Number of a c r e s  i n  improved pa s tu r e  
None 
1 t o  50 ac r e s  
51 t o  150 ac r e s  
151 ac r e s  o r  more 
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Table  4 Product Moment Co r r e l a t i on  Coe f f i c i e n t s  Showing 
Re la t ionsh ips  Between Personal  and S t r u c t u r a l  
Cha r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Beef C a t t l e  Producers i n  t h e  
Coas ta l  Bend Region of Texas 
Gross Days of 
S t r u c t u r a l  Educat ional  Farm O f f  -Farm 
Cha r a c t e r i s t i c s  Attainment Income Work 
Herd s i z e  -22 .65 -a21 
Native pa s tu r e  
( a c r e s )  
Improved p a s t u r e  
( a c r e s )  10 
Stocking rate .15 12 * 
Personal  Cha rac t e r i s  t ics  
Education 
Gross farm income 
*Not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  -01 l e v e l .  
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beef  c a t t l e  p r oduc e r s  i n  t h e  C o a s t a l  Bend r e g i o n  of Texas. For  
p u r po s e s  of t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t e c hno l ogy  u t i l i z a t i o n  and p r o d u c t i o n  
p r a c t i c e s  were d i v i d e d  i n t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r o d u c t i o n  sy s t em  
components:  n u t r i t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ;  r a n g e  management; h e r d  h e a l t h ;  
reproduction and growth; f i n a n c i a l  record keeping; and marketing. 
Nu t r i t i ona l  P r a c t i c e s  
Low n u t r i t i o n a l  l e v e l s  have been shown t o  nega t ive ly  in f luence  
t h e  r e p r o d u c t i v e  pe r fo rmance  o f  beef  c a t t l e  (Godfrey e t  al . ,  1982). 
Severa l  p r a c t i c e s  ava i l ab l e  t o  producers t o  enhance n u t r i t i o n a l  i n t a k e  
of beef c a t t l e  i n c lude  grazing c a t t l e  on temporary pas tu res  p lanted  i n  
sma l l  g ra ins ,  providing supplemental  feed and minera l s  and feeding hay 
t o  c a t t l e .  
A s  r e p o r t e d  i n  Tab l e  5 ,  57 p e r c e n t  of t h e  p r oduc e r s  p l a n t e d  
temporary pa s tu r e s  i n  1981. The sma l l  g r a i n s  most f r equen t l y  p lanted  
i n  t empora ry  p a s t u r e s  were o a t s ,  r y e ,  and wheat .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  mos t  
- 
producers normally provide supplemental  f eed  t o  t h e i r  catt le,  mainta in  
a  year-round minera l  program and make t h e i r  own hay. 
Co s t s  of f o s s i l  f u e l  p r o d u c t s  and by-produc t s  a r e  s u ch  t h a t  
p r oduc e r s  s hou l d  be ve ry  concerned  a b o u t  t h e  amount and s o u r c e  of  
f e r t i l i z e r  used.  There  a r e  s e v e r a l  p r a c t i c e s  which,  i f  f o l l owed ,  
should ensure r e l evan t  app l i c a t i ons  of f e r t i l i z e r  i n  the  production of 
q u a l i t y  hay. The r e s u l t s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  T a b l e  5 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  w h i l e  
f e r t i l i z e r  i s  used  by a l a r g e  number of  p r oduc e r s  ( 47  p e r c e n t  
f e r t i l i z e  a f t e r  each cu t t i ng ) ,  t h e  r a t e  of app l i c a t i on  i s  based more 
on p a s t  exper iences  and less on s o i l  o r  fo rage  t e s t s .  Less than one- 
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Table  5 Percentage D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Nu t r i t i o n a l  P r a c t i c e s  
Followed by Beef C a t t l e  Producers i n  t h e  Coas ta l  
  end Region of Texas 
P r a c t i c e  
Number 
Responding Percen t  
P lan ted  temporary p a s t u r e  i n  1981 605 57 
Type of Pa s tu r e  
Oats  
Rye 
Wheat 
Percen t  
Implant  nurs ing  ca lve s  wi th  growth 
s timulan ts 
Provide supplemental  f eed  
Type of Feed Percen t  
Salt-grain-meal mix 39 
P r o t e i n  blocks 2 2 
20% cubes 2 0 
Maintain year-round minera l  program 
Type of Minerals  Pe rcen t  
S a l t  50 
S a l  t-bonemeal 18 
Low calcium - 
high  phosphorous 24 
Hich calcium - 
low phosphorous 14 
Make own hay 
Hay P r a c t i c e s  Percen t  
T e s t  s o i l  2 3 
F e r t i l i z e  a f t e r  each 
c u t t i n g  4 7 
Use h e r b i c i d e s  f o r  
weed c on t r o l  35 
T e s t  hay f o r  p r o t e i n  9 
15
Ladewig and Garibay: Beef Cattle Producers of the Texas Gulf Coast: Characteristics an
Published by eGrove, 1983
f o u r t h  of the  producers t e s t  s o i l  f o r  f e r t i l i z e r  recommendations and 
only  9 percent  - t e s t  hay q u a l i t y  f o r  p r o t e i n  content .  
Range Management 
E x c e s s i v e  c o v e r  of woody p l a n t s  h a s  been a s e r i o u s  r a ng e  
management problem f o r  most producers i n  t h e  Coas ta l  Bend. Although 
mechan i c a l  b r u s h  c o n t r o l  me thods  have  p roven  t o  be a f u n c t i o n a l  and 
e f f i c i e n t  means of  a c c omp l i s h i n g  c e r t a i n  r a n g e  management g o a l s ,  
S c i f r e s  and Mutz (1981) r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e  p h i l o s ophy  and a s s o c i a t e d  
a pp r o a ch e s  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  b r u s h  p r ob l ems  have  changed i n  r e c e n t  
y e a r s  f r om  one of  e r a d i c a t i o n  t o  one  of  c o n t r o l  ( r e d u c i n g  t h e  
i n f l u e n c e  of  b r u s h  on t h e  management o r  u s e  of  t h e  l and ) .  A s  s u ch ,  
s e l e c t i v e  he rb i c i de s  have become an e f f e c t i v e  and necessary  t o o l  f o r  
weed and brush contro l .  I n  add i t i on ,  d r ama t i c  i n c r e a s e s  i n  t h e  c o s t  
of machinery, energy and he rb i c i de s  have s t imu l a t e d  renewed i n t e r e s t  
i n  t h e  u s e  of p r e s c r i b e d  b u r n i n g  f o r  r a n g e  management (Ham i l t o n  - e t  
al . ,  1981). F i n a l l y ,  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  a r e  b e i n g  d i r e c t e d  t owa rd  
-
reducing dependency on s i n g l e  methods of brush  c on t r o l  by developing a 
l o g i c a l  s e r i e s  of t r e a tmen t s  f o r  a pp l i c a t i o n  over a  de f ined  per iod  of 
time. Described a s  I n t eg r a t ed  Brush Management System (IBMS), t h i s  
s y s t em  u s e s  two o r  more b r u s h  management me thods  i n  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  
sequence t o  achieve  s p e c i f i c  r e s o u r c e  management g o a l s  ( S c i f  r e s  and 
Nutz, 1981). 
A s  repor ted  i n  Table 6 ,  brush c on t r o l  was most o f t e n  accomplished 
by mechanical methods (38 percent )  wh i l e  chemical  methods were most 
f r e q u e n t l y  used f o r  weed c o n t r o l  ( 3 4  p e r c e n t ) .  I t  s hou l d  be no t ed  
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Table 6 Percentage D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Range Management P r a c t i c e s  
Followed by Beef C a t t l e  Producers i n  t h e  Coas ta l  
Bend Region of Texas 
Range Management P r a c t i c e s  
Chemical only  
Mechanical only 
F i r e  only  
Chemical and machinery 
Chemical and f i r e  
F i r e  and machinery 
Chemical, machinery and f i r e  
*May no t  equa l  100 due t o  rounding 
Percent* 
Brush Weed 
Control  Control  
(532) (530) 
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a l s o  t h a t  n e a r l y  40 p e r c e n t  of  t h e  p r o d u c e r s  u t i l i z e  more  t h a n  one 
method f o r  b r u s h  and  weed c o n t r o l .  A l t h ough  t h i s  s t u d y  c a n n o t  
eva l ua t e  the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  I n t e g r a t e d  Brush Management Sys tern, 
t h e  f i nd i ng s  do sugges t  t h a t  producers  are q u i t e  r e c e p t i v e  t o  t h e  use  
of a l t e r n a t i v e  brush  c o n t r o l  techniques.  
Herd Heal th 
D i s e a s e  and  p a r a s i t e  c o n t r o l  i s  of  m a j o r  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  beef  
c a t t l e  p r oduce r s .  A s  r e p o r t e d  i n  T a b l e  7 ,  n e a r l y  t h r e e - f  o u r t h s  ( 73  
percent)  of t h e  producers  i n  t h e  Coa s t a l  Bend r eg ion  do most of t h e i r  
own v e t e r i n a r y  work. The most common p r a c t i c e  fo l lowed  i s  p a r a s i t e  
cont ro l .  Treatment  of t h e  herd f o r  e x t e r n a l  p a r a s i t e s  i s  fo l lowed by 
87 percent  of t h e  producers  and i s  u s u a l l y  accomplished by sp ray ing  o r  
d u s t i n g  t h e  a n im a l s .  T r e a tm e n t  of  c a t t l e  f o r  i n t e r n a l  p a r a s i t e s  i s  
p r a c t i c ed  by 61 pe r c en t  of t h e  producers  and i s  norma l ly  accomplished 
by pa s t e ,  i n j e c t i o n ,  o r  drench. 
The s t u d y  a l s o  a s k ed  p r o d u c e r s  i f  t h e i r  h e r d s  w e r e  r o u t i n e l y  
v a c c i n a t e d  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  d i s e a s e s .  A s  r e p o r t e d  i n  T a b l e  7 ,  mo s t  
p r o d u c e r s  r o u t i n e l y  v a c c i n a t e  c a l v e s  f o r  b l a c k l e g  (81%) and h e i f e r s  
f o r  b r u c e l l o s i s  (55%).  I n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  o t h e r  d i s e a s e s  l i s t e d  i n  
Table  7,  c a t t l e  herds  normally a r e  vacc ina ted  i f  a problem e x i s t s .  A s  
such,  bovine v acc i na t i on  gu ides  g e n e r a l l y  recommend t h a t  t h e  producer  
c o n t a c t  a l o c a l  v e t e r i n a r i a n  f o r  t h e  h e a l t h  program recommended f o r  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  g e o g r a p h i c a l  r e g i o n .  A s  r e p o r t e d  i n  T a b l e  7 ,  l e ss  t h a n  
o n e - f i f t h  (18%) u s e  a v e t e r i n a r i a n  t o  p l a n  a h e r d  h e a l t h  management  
program. 
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Table 7 Percentage D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  Herd Heal th  P r a c t i c e s  
Followed by Beef C a t t l e  Producers i n  the  Coas ta l  
 end Region of Texas 
P r a c t i c e  
Number 
Responding Percen t  
Do most v e t e r i n a r y  work themselves 667 7 3 
Routinely t r e a t  f o r  e x t e r n a l  p a r a s i t e s  663 87 
Spray (73%) 
Dust (43%) 
Rout inely  t r e a t  f o r  i n t e r n a l  p a r a s i t e s  663 61 
P a s t e  method (32%) 
I n j e c t i o n  (26%) 
Drench (12%) 
Use v e t e r i n a r i a n  t o  p l an  herd hea l t h  
program 
Vaccinate herd f o r  
Blackleg (ca lves )  
B ruce l l o s i s  ( h e i f e r s )  
Blackleg complex 
Lep t o  
V i b r i o s i s  
Anthrax 
Anaplamosis 
IBR  - rednose 
Novyii 
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Reproduct ion  P r a c t i c e s  
One o f  t h e  mo s t  c omp l ex  componen t s  o f  a n  op t imum bee f  c a t t l e  
p roduc t ion  sys t em i s  breeding.  Numerous f a c t o r s  can  a f f e c t  pregnancy 
r a t e s  i n  c ows ,  i n c l u d i n g  c l imate ,  n u t r i t i o n a l  n e e d s  o f  cows ,  b u l l  
f e r t i l i t y  a nd  p h y s i o l o g y .  A s  shown i n  T a b l e  8 ,  a b o u t  o n e - h a l f  (48 
p e r c e n t )  o f  t h e  p r o d u c e r s  r e p o r t e d  c a l v i n g  ra tes  o f  90 p e r c e n t  o r  
more ,  o n e - f o u r t h  r e p o r t e d  r a t e s  o f  8 5  t o  9 0  p e r c e n t  and  o n e - f o u r t h  
r epo r t ed  c a l v i n g  r a t e s  of less than  8 5  percent .  
S e v e r a l  r e p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  h a v e  b e e n  d e v e l o p e d  t o  h e l p  
p r o d u c e r s  i n c r e a s e  p r e g n a n c y  r a t e s  i n  cows. One s u c h  p r a c t i c e  i s  
k e e p i n g  r e p r o d u c t i o n  d a t a  o n  cows. A s  r e p o r t e d  i n  T a b l e  8 ,  m o s t  
p roducers  do n o t  keep such  records .  The most  common r eco rd  k ep t  was 
o n  c a l v i n g  i n t e r v a l  f o r  e a c h  cow ( 3 8  p e r c e n t ) ,  f o l l o w e d  by b u l l  t o  
wh i c h  cows  w e r e  b r e d  ( 32  p e r c e n t ) ,  c a l v i n g  e a s e  ( 2 3  p e r c e n t ) ,  and  
p a l p a t i o n  r e s u l t s  (15 percent ) .  
A s e c o n d  p r a c t i c e  t h a t  h a s  p r o v e n  v a l u a b l e  i s  c a l v i n g  p e r i o d .  
H a r d i n  -- e t  a l .  ( 1982)  r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e  op t imum t i m e  t o  c a l v e  b e e f  cows  
i s  d u r i n g  t h e  s e a s o n  o f  max ima l  f o r a g e  p r o d u c t i o n .  The  n u t r i t i o n a l  
n e e d s  o f  cows  a r e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  d o u b l e d  a t  c a l v i n g  t i m e  and  t h e s e  
needs must be m e t  b e f o r e  cows w i l l  rebreed.  The r e s u l t s  p r e sen t ed  i n  
Table  8 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  46 p e r c en t  of t h e  producers  do n o t  have a normal  
c a l v i ng  per iod .  Ra the r ,  c a l v e s  are born year-round. Of t h e  remain ing  
p r o d u c e r s ,  29 p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  s p r i n g  c a l v i n g  p e r i o d s  and  1 2  
p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  s p r i n g  and  f a l l  c a l v i n g  p e r i o d s .  The l a c k  o f  a  
n o rm a l  c a l v i n g  p e r i o d  may h e l p  e x p l a i n  why f ew  p r o d u c e r s  r o u t i n e l y  
p a l p a t e  cows a f t e r  t h e  b reed ing  season  (16 pe rcen t )  o r  t e s t  b u l l s  f o r  
20
Journal of Rural Social Sciences, Vol. 01 [1983], Iss. 1, Art. 9
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol01/iss1/9
Table 8 Percentage D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Reproduction P r a c t i c e s  
Followed by Beef C a t t l e  Producers i n  t h e  Coas ta l  
ü end Region of Texas 
Number Responding 
Calving Rate 686 Percen t  
90% o r  more 48 
80% o r  l e s s  12 100 
- 
Re~ r o du c t i o n  P r a c t i c e s  
Keep cow reproduct ion d a t a  on 
Calving i n t e r v a l  
Bu l l  bred t o  
Calving e a s e  
Pa lpa t i on  r e s u l t s  
Normal ca lv ing  per iod 
Spr ing 29 
Summer 2 
F a l l  2 
Winter 
Spr ing and f a l l  
Rout inely  pa lpa t e  cows 656 16 
Te s t  b u l l s  f o r  f e r t i l i t y  and soundness 644 26 
Use a r t i f i c i a l  insemina t ion  677 5 
Ever t r i e d  a r t i f i c i a l  insemina t ion  644 9 
Use e s t r ou s  synchron iza t ion  659 2 
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f e r t i l i t y  and soundness (26 percent) .  Table El a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  few 
p r o d u c e r s  u s e  a r t i f i c i a l  i n s e m i n a t i o n  ( 5  p e r c e n t )  o r  e s t r o u s  
s y n c h r o n i z a t i o n  (2 percent) .  
Record Keeping 
I n  a n  e r a  of r i s i n g  i n p u t  c o s t s  and v a r i a b l e  p r o d u c t  p r i c e s ,  
a c c u r a t e  r e c o r d s  have  become v i t a l  t o  many p r o d u c e r s  f a c e d  w i t h  
economic dec i s i on s  a f f e c t i n g  production. This  s tudy  asked producers 
t o  i n d i c a t e  which f i n a n c i a l  record  keepng p r a c t i c e s  they  followed. A s  
i n d i c a t e d  i n  T ab l e  9 ,  mos t  p r o d u c e r s  do  n o t  k eep  s u ch  r e c o r d s .  The 
f i n a n c i a l  r e c o r d  mos t  o f t e n  k e p t  w a s  a p r o f i t - l o s s  s t a t e m e n t  ( 4 5  
p e r c e n t )  w h i l e  t h e  l e a s t  u t i l i z e d  r e c o r d  was a l i v e s t o c k  budge t  (20 
percent) .  Table 9 a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  4 percen t  of t h e  producers now 
use  a computer t o  he lp  them i n  t h e i r  beef c a t t l e  operat ion.  
Marketing 
The rap id  a c c e l e r a t i o n  i n  c o s t s  of beef product ion  has l e d  some 
producers t o  seek a l t e r n a t i v e  marketing procedures f o r  maximizing n e t  
r e t u r n s  f o r  t h e i r  c a t t l e .  One a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  f o r  t h e  p r oduc e r  t o  
m a i n t a i n  owne r s h i p  of c a t t l e  f r om  b i r t h  t o  s l a u g h t e r  (Rouque t t e  - e t
al., 1982). The r e s u i t s  presented  i n  Table 10 sugges t ,  however, t h a t  
-
t h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of  p r o d u c e r s  (95 p e r c e n t )  c o n t i n u e  t o  u t i l i z e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  o u t l e t s  s u c h  a s  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  a u c t i o n .  Few p r oduc e r s  
u t i l i z e  meat packers (10 pe rcen t ) ,  d i r e c t  s a l e s  c on t r a c t  (9 percent )  
o r  m a i n t a i n  owne r s h i p  o f  c a t t l e  t h r ough  t h e  f e e d l o t  and ma r k e t  t h e  
f i n i s h ed  c a t t l e  (9 percent) .  
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Table 9 Percentage Distribution of Record Keeping Practices 
Followed by Beef Cattle Producers i n  the Coastal 
Bend Region of Texas 
Record Keeping Practice Number Responding Percent 
Keep a l ivestock budget 509 20 
Keep profit - loss  statements 51 1 45 
Keep net worth statements 496 30 
Keep cash flow statements 5 04 3 0 
Use a computer 548 4 
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Table 10 Percentage Distribution of Market Outlets  Used by Beef 
Catt le  Producers i n  the Coastal Bend Region of Texas 
Market Outlet (N = 681) 
Livestock auction barn 
Meat packer 
Direct s a l e s  contract 
Livestock dealer 
Terminal market 
Hedging 
Maintain ownership through feed lot  and 
market f inished c a t t l e  
Percent 
Using 
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INHIBITING FACTORS 
The f i n a l  ob j ec t i ve  of t h i s  s tudy was t o  examine f a c t o r s  t h a t  may 
i n h i b i t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of production p rac t i ces .  Fac to rs  t o  be examined 
included l e v e l  of formal  education,  g ro s s  farm income and days of off -  
farm work. These t h r ee  v a r i a b l e s  were co r r e l a t e d  a g a i n s t  production 
p r a c t i c e s  i n  r a nge  management, h e r d  h e a l t h ,  r e p r o d u c t i o n ,  and 
f i n a n c i a l  record keeping. 
A summated s co re  was computed f o r  t he  dichotomous responses f o r  
e a c h  s e t  of p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  b e i n g  f o l l ow e d  by p r o d u c e r s  and 
d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n .  Cronbach's  a l p h a  was c a l c u l a t e d  
f o r  e a ch  se t  of p r a c t i c e s  t o  d e t e rm i n e  t h e  i n t e r n a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  of  
each set. Each r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  exceeded .80. 
A Pearson c o r r e l a t i o n  ma t r i x  was then ca l cu l a t ed  t o  determine t h e  
r e l a t i on sh i p s  between the  s e l e c t e d  f a c t o r s  and t he  production p r a c t i c e  
scales .  The r e s u l t s  are presented i n  Table 11. 
Days of o f f - f a rm  work were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  on l y  one 
production system--range managment. The n e g a t i v e  c o e f f i c i e n t  -.13) 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h o s e  who work more of f-the-farm fo l l ow  fewer range 
management pract ices .  Gross farm income was found t o  be po s i t i v e l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  r ange  management (.08), he rd  h e a l t h  (.20), and f i n a n c i a l  
r e c o r d  k e ep i ng  (.24). E du c a t i o n a l  a t t a i nm e n t  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  two practices--herd h e a l t h  (-11) and record keeping (-24). 
Based on these  f i nd ings ,  i t  would seem t h a t  range management i s  
a f f e c t e d  p r ima r i l y  by t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  and secondar i ly  by l e v e l  of farm 
income. Farm income and e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i nm e n t  a p p e a r  t o  be 
c o n s t r a i n i n g  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  h e a l t h  p r a c t i c e s  and 
25
Ladewig and Garibay: Beef Cattle Producers of the Texas Gulf Coast: Characteristics an
Published by eGrove, 1983
Table 11 Product Moment Cor re la t ion  Coe f f i c i en t s  Showing 
Re la t ionsh ips  Between Constra ining Factors  and 
Production P rac t i c e s  Followed by Beef C a t t l e  
Producers i n  t he  Coastal  Bend Region of Texas 
Const ra ining Fac tors  
Gross Days of 
Educational  Farm Off -Farm 
Attainment Income Work Production P rac t i c e s  
Range management 
score  
Herd h e a l t h  score  
Reproduction score  
Record keeping score  
*Not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  .O1 l e v e l .  
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f i n a n c i a l  record keeping. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
T h i s  s t u d y  of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  of  bee f  
c a t t l e  producers i n  t he  Coas ta l  Bend region of Texas was accomplished 
t h r ough  a c o o p e r a t i v e  e nde avo r  b e tween  t h e  Texas  A g r i c u l t u r a l  
Experiment S t a t i o n  and t h e  Texas Agr i cu l t u r a l  Extens ion Service. The 
d a t a  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  were c o l l e c t e d  f r om  a m a i l o u t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
re turned by 696 beef c a t t l e  opera tors .  
One o b j e c t i v e  of  t h e  s t u d y  was t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  c ompo s i t i o n  and 
s t r u c t u r e  of beef c a t t l e  producers. Three-fourths of t h e  producers i n  
t h i s  s t u d y  e a r n ed  less t h a n  $40,000 i n  g r o s s  f a rm  income i n  1981. 
About one-ha l f  of  t h e  r e s p o nd e n t s  worked o f f  t h e  f a rm  a t  l e a s t  100 
days  i n  1981 and a b o u t  one  h a l f  of t h e  r e s ponden t s  had some c o l l e g e  
t r a i n i n g .  A c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x  f u r t h e r  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  t h o s e  who had 
more fo rmal  educat ion,  a l s o  had more c a t t l e ,  a c r e s  i n  pas ture land,  and 
worked more days o f f  t h e  farm. Those who had more off-farm work had 
sma l l e r  herds ,  lower  farm income and h igher  educat ion than those  wi th  
l e s s  off-farm work. 
A second ob j e c t i v e  was t o  determine the  product ion p r a c t i c e s  most 
o f t e n  f o l l owed  by beef  c a t t l e  p r o d u c e r s  i n  t h e  C o a s t a l  Bend r e g i on .  
For purposes of t h i s  s tudy,  production p r a c t i c e s  were d ivided i n t o  the  
f o l l owing  components: n u t r i t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  range management, herd 
h e a l t h ,  r e p r o d u c t i o n  and g r ow th ,  f i n a n c i a l  r e c o r d  k e ep i ng ,  and 
ma rke t i ng .  T h i s  s t u d y  found  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of  p r o d u c e r s  u t i l i z e  
the  fo l lowing  product ion p r ac t i c e s .  
27
Ladewig and Garibay: Beef Cattle Producers of the Texas Gulf Coast: Characteristics an
Published by eGrove, 1983
P lan t  temporary pa s tu r e s  
Provide supplemental feed 
~ a i n t a i n  year-round mineral  program 
Make t h e i r  own hay 
Do t h e i r  own ve t e r i na ry  work 
Control  f o r  ex t e rna l  and i n t e r n a l  p a r a s i t e s  
Vaccinate ca lves  f o r  b lackleg 
Vaccinate h e i f e r s  f o r  b r u c e l l o s i s  
Use machinery f o r  brush and weed c on t r o l  
Use chemicals f o r  weed con t ro l  
Market c a t t l e  through l i v e s t o ck  auc t ion  barns  
Conversely, very few producers u t i l i z e  t h e  fo l lowing technology: 
1. Implant nurs ing ca lve s  wi th  growth s t imu lan t s  
2. Breed cows us ing a r t i f i c i a l  inseminat ion 
3 .  Use a computer 
The t h i r d  ob j ec t i ve  of t h i s  s tudy was t o  examine f a c t o r s  t h a t  may 
i n h i b i t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of product ion p rac t i ces .  A Pearson product  moment 
c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x  i n d i c a t e d  g r o s s  f a rm  income and e d u c a t i o n a l  
a t ta inment  t o  be more cons t ra in ing  than days of off-farm employment. 
Producers having higher  l e v e l s  of educat ion and higher l e v e l s  of gross  
f a rm  income g e n e r a l l y  u t i l i z e d  more p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  t h a n  d i d  
t h o s e  hav ing  l ow e r  e d u c a t i o n  and l ow e r  g r o s s  f a rm  income. Days of 
off-farm employment were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  u t i l i z a t i o n  of 
most production p rac t i ces .  
The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  s tudy i n d i c a t e  t h a t  off-farm employment does 
not d i r e c t l y  cons t r a i n  farm development of beef c a t t l e  producers i n  
the  Coastal  Bend re,gion of Texas. Those who have off-farm work a r e  a s  
l i k e l y  t o  f o l l ow  mos t  p r o d u c t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  a s  t h o s e  who do n o t  work 
off-the-farm. Gross farm income and education,  however, were found t o  
be c o n s t r a i n i n g  f a c t o r s .  The h i g h e r  one 's  g r o s s  f a rm  income o r  
education,  the  more l i k e l y  one i s  t o  u t i l i z e  recommended production 
p r a c t i c e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  a p p e a r s  t o  be  a s i z a b l e  number of 
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p roduc e r s  w i t h  l ow  e d u c a t i o n  and l ow  f a rm  income who work o f f  t h e  
farm. Addi t iona l  r e s ea r ch  and ex tens ion  e f f o r t s  a r e  needed t o  l e a r n  
more of  ways t o  h e l p  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  g r oup  o f  p r o d u c e r s  become more 
e f f i c i e n t .  
I n  conclusion,  t h i s  s tudy  suppor t s  t h e  arguments of Coughenour and 
Wimber ley  (1982)  t h a t  s m a l l  and mode r a t e  s i z e  f a rm s  can  p l a y  a n  
i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r oduc t i on .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  o f f - f a rm  
employment can have a s t a b i l i z i n g  a f f e c t  on t he  changing s t r u c t u r e  of 
a g r i c u l t u r e  because i t  enables  many people t o  remain i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  
who o the rw i se  may have t o  l e a v e  both  t h e  farm and t h e  l o c a l  community 
t o  e a rn  an adequate income. 
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